Introduction
It has been recognized for more than three decades now that influence is essential for effective performance by managers (Kipnis, Schmidt, & Wilkinson, 1980) . A manager to be successful needs to influence others to carry out requests, support proposals, and implement decisions (Schriesheim & Hinkin, 1990; Yukl & Falbe, 1990; Yukl & Tracey, 1992) . The success of an attempt by one person (the "agent") to influence another person ("the target") depends to a great extent on the influence tactics used by the agent (Farrell & Schroder, 1996; Yukl, Falbe, & Youn, 1993) .
Influence tactics can be classified according to their primary purpose and time frame (Yukl, Seifert, & Chavez, 2008) to: 1) proactive tactics which are used in an attempt to influence someone to carry out an immediate request that needs very often the cooperation and assistance of other people inside and outside the organization (Yukl, Chavez, & Seifert, 2005) . They are especially important in organizations that have moved away from hierarchical forms of structure to more empowered forms, or have cooperative arrangements with other organizations, so in these situations the agent has little authority over target persons (Yukl, et al., 2005) . 2) Impression management tactics which are used to create a favorable image and build a better relationship (e.g. Gardner & Martinko, 1988; Kumar & Beyerlein, 1991; Wayne, Liden, Graef, & Ferris, 1997) , and 3) political tactics which are used to influence policy decisions or the allocation of scarce resources (Kacmar & Baron, 1999; Pfeffer, 1992) . Some types of influence tactics can be used for more than one purpose, but a tactic may not be equally effective for different purposes (Yukl & Chavez, 2002) .
The influence behavior of managers has been studied with several research methods including coding of qualitative descriptions of influence behavior (e.g., from critical incidents or diaries), manipulation of influence tactics in laboratory experiments (e.g., with actors, role play exercises, or scenarios), and manipulation of influence behavior in field experiments, for example with feedback and training (Fu & Yukl, 2000; Yukl, Fu, & Mc Donald, 2003) . The most often used method to study proactive influence tactics was a descriptive list of influential behaviors. . However, since 1980 different questionnaires started to be developed for survey research on proactive influence tactics but two of them have been used widely (Yukl et al., 2008) .
The first questionnaire, the Profile of Organizational Influence Strategies (POIS) has been developed by Kipnis et al., (1980) which is an agent self-report questionnaire, and measure eight influence tactics (rationality, exchange, ingratiation, assertiveness, coalition, upward appeal, blocking and sanctions). A revised version of the agent POIS, with six influence tactics, (rationality, exchange, ingratiation, assertiveness, coalition, upward and appeal) has been developed ten years later by Schriesheim & Hinkin (1990) . Both the original and revised versions of the agent POIS have been used in many studies of upward influence (e.g. Acquadro, Conway, Hareendran, & Aaronson, 2008; Aydin & Pehlivan, 2010; Deluga, 1988 Deluga, , 1991 Wayne et al., 1997) .
The second questionnaire, the Influence Behavior Questionnaire (IBQ) has been developed by Yukl & Tracey, (1992) to be used as a target questionnaire. It measures target perceptions of an agent's use of proactive tactics in attempts to influence the target respondent (Seifert & Yukl, 2010; Yukl et al., 2008) . This early version of the IBQ measured ten influence tactics (six were similar to ones in the POIS; rational persuasion, exchange, ingratiation, pressure, coalition, and upward appeals), and four influence tactics based on leadership and power literature (consultation, inspirational appeals, personal appeals, and legitimating). Further validation of this early version (Yukl, Lepsinger, & Lucia, 1992) provided support for nine of the ten tactics.Ten years later the IBQ was revised (IBQ-R) and extended to include two more tactics, apprising and collaboration (Yukl & Seifert, 2002) . More recently the 11 tactic scales have been reordered and the last version has been named as IBQ-G (Yukl et al., 2008) . A number of studies has examined the construct validity of the IBQ-G and the psychometric properties of the tool, and it has been reported that IBQ-G is a valid, reliable and comprehensive measure of proactive influence tactics (e.g. Charbonneau, 2004; Yukl et al., 2005; Yukl et al., 2003) . The objectives of the IBQ items are to measure attitudes that influence the target person to comply with an unspecified request, to carry out a task, to provide assistance, to support or implement a proposed change, or to do a personal favor for the agent. In the IBQ-G a respondent rates how often a designated agent (e.g. the boss) uses each of the 11 proactive tactics while attempting to influence the respondent. Each tactic scale has 4 items. The content of the items reflects findings in descriptive research on common influence objectives and the tactics used for each type of objective (Yukl et al., 1993; Yukl, Guinan, & Sottolano, 1995) . Each item has five anchored response choices: "I can't remember him/her ever using this tactic with me" = 1, "He/she very seldom uses this tactic with me" = 2, "He/she occasionally uses this tactic with me" = 3, "He/she uses this tactic moderately often with me" = 4, "He/she uses this tactic very often with me" = 5. The scale score for a tactic is the mean of the item scores. IBQ-G is a simple and fast to administer tool and can easily identify individual and organizational behaviors on which the success of an organization partially depends. Extensive use of the IBQ in feedback workshops for managers has shown that respondents rarely leave any items unanswered (Seifert & Yukl, 2010; Seifert, Yukl, & Mc Donald, 2003) . However, it has been suggested that if there are any missing data the remedies include computing the mean item score using only the available data for that tactic, or not including the respondent in the analysis for a scale if there are missing data for more than one item in the scale (Seifert & Yukl, 2010) .
The IBQ has several advantages over the POIS. Only a few studies (e.g., Erez & Rim, 1982; Kipnis et al., 1980) have used the POIS to measure influence behavior directed at subordinates or peers, but there is no systematic evidence or validation studies for its use for downward influences (Kipnis & Schmidt, 1988) . However, the POIS has been excessively validated for assessing tactics used in upward influence attempts (Farmer & Maslyn, 1999; Farmer, Maslyn, Fedor, & Goodman, 1997; Schriesheim & Hinkin, 1990) . Furthermore, self-reports of behavior are not always accurate for rating of a person's behavior by other people (Seifert & Yukl, 2010) . Unlike the POIS, the IBQ is validated as a target instrument for studying downward and lateral influence (Yukl et al., 2005; Yukl et al., 2008) . Finally, the IBQ includes a broader range of influence tactics to be measured in contrast to POIS which includes less tactics, and some of those tactics which are not included in POIS, perhaps are more important for managers and professionals (Charbonneau, 2004; Yukl et al., 2008) .
Organizations' effectiveness depends in part on the quality of work relationships and the agent ought to use influence tactics that may be crucial not only to his/her personal success, but also may contribute to the effectiveness of the organization (Egri, Ralston, Murray, & Nicholson, 2000) . Evidences for the effectiveness of influenced behaviors are limited in Greece. One important reason is the lack of a valid instrument. The lack of evidence creates difficulties for many agents to understand the complex relationships among performance determinants and to recognize the actions that can be taken to influence subordinates in a beneficial way. Although some instruments are cultural-bounded there are evidence that IBQ is a valid instrument in different cultures (Fu et al., 2004; Kennedy, Fu, & Yukl, 2003) .
Thus, the primary aim of this study is to translate and validate the IBQ-G scale in a Greek sample. We have hypothesized that there will be no differences between the Greek IBQ-G version and a reference scale (see below) which measure similar influence tactics.
Method Translation
After having obtained the permission for translation from professor Yukl, the original English version of IBQ-G instrument has been translate to Greek language according to recommended procedures (Acquadro et al., 2008; Brislin, 1970) . The scale was translated into Greek and then back into English independently by two translators. Any inconsistency was discussed with linguistic experts not related to the study. The final version was administered to ten different, again not related with the study, university students to test for linguistic adaptations, grammatical, typing, spelling or other mistakes. Integration of relevant corrections led to the final Greek language version that was administered to the participants of the study.
Participants
Participants were all (50) employees in two public organizations located in the Athens Metropolitan area and they were asked to rate the influence behavior of a designated agent (their superior). There was not particular method or influences for the selection of the organizations but given that there was not randomization our sample can be characterized as a convenience sample. No exclusion criteria were used.
Measurements
1) Demographics: data collected on age, gender, and in which organization the participant was worked.
2) The translated Greek version of IBQ-G. 3) Reference questionnaire. As a reference questionnaire a new scale was created the Influence Tactics Scale (ITS) based on the eleven influence tactics that were similar to ones in the IBQ-G (rational persuasion, exchange, inspirational appeal, legitimating, apprising, pressure, collaboration, ingratiation, consultation, personal appeals and coalition). Those influence tactics have differed wording and different order from the original IBQ-G. Besides, the four items of each one scale of the original IBQ-G have been merged in one item. Each item of the ITS was rated on a Likert scale from 1 to 5 ("Never" = 1, "Very seldom" = 2, "Occasionally" = 3, "Moderately often" = 4, "Very often" = 5).
Procedure
The two questionnaires (IBQ-G and ITS) were given to the participants in two different occasions which were four weeks apart (T1 and T2) in order to test the test-retest reliability of the IBQ-G Greek version. The process involved in both occasions was identical. The participants were asked to fill first the ITS questionnaire, then they gave it back to the researcher and the administration of the second questionnaire (IBQ-G) was followed.
Ethics
As the project did not involve any harm or risk of the participants, approval of Research Ethics Committee was not sought. However, permission was obtained from the Head of Human Resources Department of each organization. Anonym-ity has been ensured by using codes and removing the names during the data entry for analyses.
Analysis of Data
All data were coded and entered into SPSS v17 for Windows. Evidence of convergent validity was demonstrated by comparing the IBQ-G scales for eleven tactics with the ITS scale for similar tactics using correlations. The test-retest reliability was investigated by comparing the initial IBQ-G and ITS scores with the subsequent scores provided after the 4 weeks period by using paired tests.
Results
From the 50 returning questionnaires, 10 had been excluded as they were uncompleted. Thus, the participant rate was 80%. From the remained (n = 40) participants, 22 were males and 18 were females. The mean age of the participants was 37 (SD 8.2).
Convergent Validity
The convergent validity was assessed by using Pearson correlation (r). Each scale of the IBQ-G was assessed for correlation with the relevant item of the ITS at T1 and T2 time points. The results are shown in " Table 1" and "Table 2 ".
It can be seen from the tables that the convergent validity of the Greek version of IBQ-G is very good in both occasions. Each scale of the IBQ-G is highly correlated with the ITS items in a significant level (p < 0.001). For instance Rational Persuasion has high correlation in both times while Ingratiation has the lowest but still significant.
Test-Retest Reliability
An indicator of reliability is the extent to which ratings remain stable over an interval of time in which the behavior is not likely to change. Test-retest reliability for the tactic scales in the IBQ-G was assessed by using paired t-test between the T1 point time and T2 for each scale of the IBQ-G measurement.
Paired t test for the tactics of collaboration (t = 0.006, df = 39, p < 0.01), ingratiation (t = 0.001, df =39, p < 0.01), and consultation (t = 0.010, df = 39, p < 0.01) showed significant differences (thus they have changed during time). However, other influence tactics like Rational Persuasion, Exchange, Inspirational Appeal have been unchanged during the time (p > 0.05). The results of paired t-test of IBQ-G are shown in " Table 3 ".
Similar paired t-test was used for each item of the ITS to assess the pattern of the changes. Paired t test for the tactics of ingratiation (t = 0.001, df = 39, p < 0.01) and coalition (t = 0.002, df = 39, p < 0.01) showed significant differences. The results of paired t-test of ITS are shown in Table 4 . Thus, the tactics of ingratiation are changed in both scales during time.
Further we investigate the test-retest reliability as a correlation of each scale at the two time points, using Pearson correlations. The reliability of each scale respectively is: for Rational Persuasion 98%, for Exchange 96%, for Inspirational Appeal 96%, Legitimating 99%, Apprising 97%, Pressure 94%, Collaboration 96% Ingratiation 94%, Consultation 95%, Personal Appeals 96%, and for Coalition 96%. Thus, the test-retest reliability for each scale was high.
Discussion
The results show that the Greek translation of IBQ-G is a valid and reliable measurement. In this study, we examined the criterion-related validity of IBQ-G, and specifically, the convergent validity. Convergent validity is provided by the very good correlation in both occasions of the administered tool, between the eleven scales measuring similar tactics in the IBQ-G and the second questionnaire which we created for the needs of the project and used as a "gold standard". Those results are comparable to the previous studies (e.g. Yukl et al., 2005; Yukl & Seifert, 2002) .
Reliability is one important psychometric property of a questionnaire because it demonstrates the value and functionality of it. A number of studies have examined the reliability of the IBQ-G (Yukl et al., 2005; Yukl & Seifert, 2002) and they found Table 1 . Note: *in bold significant differences (P < 0.05). Note: *in bold significant differences (P < 0.05).
Convergent validity for similar tactics in the target IBQ-G and the target ITS at T1
high inter-rater reliability. In this study, we examined another indicator of reliability which indicates the extent to which ratings remain stable over an interval of time. Test-retest reliability of the tactic scales in the IBQ-G was assessed by scores' comparison between the first and the second occasion (after 4 weeks). However, stability was not found adequate because 3 of 11 tactics, collaboration, ingratiation and consultation, changed after the 4 weeks period. Similarly, in the second questionnaire (ITS), ratings for tactics of ingratiation and coalition also changed. Although this finding shows that the test-retest reliability of the IBQ-G is good (as both questionnaires changed similarly to the same direction, and the correlations were excellent) this result is contrary to those of previous findings (Yukl & Seifert, 2002; Yukl et al., 2008) , who reported that the stability of all 11 scales were satisfactory. In particular, (Yukl et al., 2008) , reported that almost all tactics remained unchanged even after a ten week period (p > 0.7, no significant statistical differences) except for the tactics of legitimating and coalition, whose levels of p were also above 0.6. Nevertheless, it seems from our results that the IBQ-G is a reliable instrument and given that test-retest reliability is influenced from the time interval it is worth for future research, the stability of the eleven tactics to be evaluated further in less and more longer time intervals. In addition our results showed that we have a rate response of 80%. Although from our experience the IBQ-G is a fast and easily administered tool we have missing data of one or more scales in a rate of 20%. We avoid inputting missing values but this finding is to some extend contradictory to the previous finding by Seifert & Yukl, (2010) , Seifert et al., (2003) who reported that they rarely had unanswered items. However, a possible explanation is that their sample was managers while ours mixed of managers and lower degree employees. Thus perhaps the response rate of IBQ-G dependent also in the hierarchy in one organization.
Cross cultural studies in English speaking countries have also found that IBQ-G is unaffected by culture for example New Zealand, Thailand, India (Fu et al., 2004) . In addition the IBQ-G was translated in different languages e.g. in French by Lacassagne, (Fu et al., 2004) , Turkish by Pasa (2000) , but has not been validated. However, direct translation of an instrument from one language to another does not guarantee content equivalence of the translated scale (Cha, Kim, & Erlen, 2007) . Because of the later, our primary aim was not only to translate but also to investigate the psychometric properties of the Greek version of IBQ-G. The Greek version of IBQ-G apart of its usefulness in Greek organizations, can also be used for others purposes. Previous research found that the proactive tactics were meaningful to managers in other countries, and there was substantial agreement about the relative effectiveness of most tactics for influencing subordinates, peers, and bosses (Kennedy et al., 2003) . Thus, because IBQ-G is an internationally recognized and used scale, we think that the most important benefit of this translation and standardization is that the Greek version of IBQ-G can be used as a tool for multinational leadership research and comparison with other countries.
Limitations of the study. This study is limited to that the Greek version of IBQ-G has been evaluated in only two public organizations. Because the IBQ was developed to measure influence attempts between members of an organization, the tactic scales perhaps are needed to be validated for influence attempts in other different organization in Greece (e.g. Private organizations).
Conclusion
From this work it seems that the Greek translated IBQ-G is a valid and reliable instrument for the measurement of downward influence tactics. In addition, the stability over the time of all IBQ-G scales was not supported from this study. This finding needs further investigation. Finally this work suggests that the Greek version of IBQ-G can be used for managerial, research, and audit purposes, and to be used in multinational research.
